Use policy
One of the main features of current investigations into the life and mission of Jesus is that they start from the recognition that Jesus was a Jew. The emphasis is part of the continuing reaction within Western scholarship to Christianity's shameful heritage of anti-Judaism. And partly it is the result of scholarly recognition that Second Temple Judaism was itself a complex and diverse phenomenon within whose complexity and diversity it is possible more easily to locate Jesus the Jew. But the move has generated its own set of problematic issues. As always when Jesus is seen as some sort of bridge figure between Judaism and Christianity, any attempt to pull him more firmly to one side provokes protest from those who suspect his relation to the other side has been compromised.
One of the major issues thus triggered is that of Jesus and purity. The issue has been posed most sharply by E. P. Sanders and by B. Chilton who has made his own distinctive contribution to the current debate. 3 The present paper is intended as a contribution to that debate. I start by recalling the relevance of the subject for anyone who takes the Jewishness of Jesus seriously.
The importance of purity in Second Temple Judaism
It cannot be doubted that purity was a major preoccupation in the Judaism of Jesus' time.
(a) The laws of clean and unclean were central to Jewish identity (Lev 11.1-23; Deut 14.3-21). Whatever the importance of such legislation before the exile, it is clear from 1 Macc 1.62-3 that the resolution 'not to eat unclean food' became a defining characteristic of the Maccabean rebellion, and thus definitive for Jewish national identity. The fact that Maccabean martyrs were prepared to die 'rather than to be defiled by food or to profane the holy covenant' evidently imprinted itself upon Jewish subconsciousness. The inherent self-contradiction of a Jew eating something unclean is well caught in Luke's account of Peter's vision on the rooftop in Joppa. According to that account, Peter, Jesus' right-hand man, had 'never eaten anything that is common or unclean' (Acts 10.14). Luke repeats the story so that there should be no misunderstanding on the point: 'nothing common or unclean has ever entered my mouth' (Acts 11.8).
One aspect of the legislation on clean and unclean food which has not been given enough attention is the link between clean/unclean and Israel's separation from the (other) nations. The point should have been clearer from Lev 20.24-6: I am the LORD your God; I have separated you from the peoples. You shall therefore make a distinction between the clean animal and the unclean, and between the unclean bird and the clean; you shall not bring abomination on yourselves by animal or by bird or by anything with which the ground teems, which I have set apart for you to hold unclean. You shall be holy to me; for I the LORD am holy, and I have separated you from the other peoples to be mine.
Holiness and purity go hand in hand. To be pure is to be set apart to Yahweh, that is, to be separated from other peoples that would infringe or compromise that holiness, that purity. Israel had a divine mandate to maintain a distinct and separate identity from the other nations (Gentiles). 4 Here again the episode in Acts 10-11 demonstrates the logic. That which is 'common' (koinoṽ ) 5 is that which has not been 'separated' from common usage, that is, has not been rendered or treated as holy. In turn, Peter recognizes the logic of the revelation given to him: that the divine annulment of the laws of clean and unclean beasts means that Peter should no longer 'call any man common or unclean'. And so he willingly eats with uncircumcised Gentiles (11.3). The historical facts behind the episode are not as clear as we might wish. Peter's action in withdrawing from table-fellowship with Gentile believers in Antioch and 'separating' himself from them (Acts 2.12) raises questions which we need not go into here. The point is firm whatever the precise facts and sequence of events. Both episodes bear clear testimony to the crucial role of the laws of clean and unclean in defining Second Temple Jewish identity, and in enforcing the corollary of separation of Jews from Gentiles where clean/unclean food marked the dividing line.
(b) There is no need for me to go into detail regarding the rest of the biblical purity laws, relating particularly to the processes of human generation, birth and death (Lev 12-15). Sanders has provided a thorough documentation of the main impurities and the requisite purifications. 6 Two aspects, however, require some clarification.
One is the relation between impurity and sin. As Sanders has repeatedly observed, impurity is not sin; 7 to be impure was not wrong. 8 But as already noted, holiness and purity are closely related, and breach of the holiness code is sin (e.g. Lev 19.8; 20.17; 22.9). And religious observance in a state of impurity is sin (e.g. Isa 6.7; 1 Enoch 5.4; Pss. Sol. 8.12-13). 9 The other is the relation between purity and the Temple. There is no doubt that the Temple was the focal point and reason for purity: if one was to approach the holy God one had to be holy/pure oneself. Strictly speaking, purification was only necessary for those who wished to attend the Temple. That, however, did not mean that impurity could be treated lightly when one was distant from the Temple. Galilean Jews, for example, were several days' journey away from the Temple, and might attend the Temple only during one pilgrim feast in the course of a year. That again does not mean that they could and did sit light to the purity laws during the interval between visits to the Temple. As J. Milgrom has observed, 'the priestly laws of impurity (Lev 11-15) rest on the postulate that impurity incurred anywhere is potentially dangerous to the sanctuary', and 'the priestly legislators are very much concerned with the need to eliminate, or, at least, control the occurrence of impurity anywhere in the land -whether in the home, on the table, or in the bed'. 10 (c) The archaeological evidence provides surprisingly robust confirmation that such logic was widely practised in the Judaism of Jesus' day. Of direct relevance is what J. Reed calls four indicators of Jewish religious identity: stone vessels (chalk or soft limestone), attesting a concern for ritual purity; 11 plastered stepped pools, that is, Jewish ritual baths (miqwaoth); 12 burial practices, reflecting Jewish views of the afterlife; 13 and bone profiles without pork, indicating conformity to Jewish dietary laws. Such finds have been made across Galilee, whereas they are lacking at sites outside the Galilee and the Golan. 14 This confirms the 452  . .  growing consensus that the population of Galilee at this time was characteristically Jewish, 15 and that as such, maintenance of purity was a consistent concern for them, an integral part of their being Jewish.
It is true that some voices have been raised to query the identification of many of the stepped pools as miqwaoth. 16 The principal reasons are the absence of a dividing partition (as at Qumran) to distinguish those descending into the miqweh from those ascending (cf. m. Shekalim 8.2), and the absence of an adjacent reservoir (as beside the miqweh close by the synagogue in Gamla). The issue is unclear: whether private miqwaoth would have had a dividing partition; and whether the later mishnaic rules regarding reservoirs were already or were universally observed. 17 But there is no doubt that there were some miqwaoth at a distance from the Temple, that is, at a distance which rules out the likelihood that they functioned to purify only in preparation for attendance at the Temple. And given the other indications of active purity concerns in the Galilee of Jesus' time, it remains likely that a good many of the pools thus far discovered did indeed function as miqwaoth. 18 Even with the reservations that the current dispute calls for, then, the evidence of an attentive practice of purity in the Galilee of Jesus' time remains substantial. That is to say, purity/impurity was not regarded as a matter of insignificance or to be treated lightly. Why would purification be sought on a regular basis at distances so remote from the Temple if purity was only required to enter the Temple? It can only be that impurity was regarded as undesirable, to be avoided as much as possible, and to be removed at the earliest opportunity. It is not without relevance to note the several episodes in the Synoptic Gospel tradition which resonate with purity concerns, resonances which would have been unmistakable for a Palestinian Jewish audience (Mark 1.40-4; 5.1-20, 25-34; Luke 10.30-7). These passages will call for closer attention below.
(d) In the light of the above discussion, the emphasis on purity which has been seen as distinctive of the Jewish 'sects', particularly the Pharisees and the Essenes, should be seen not so much as distinctive, rather as an exaggeration or reinforcement or expansion of the purity concerns which characterized what Sanders calls 'common Judaism'.
The question of how important purity was for the Pharisees, and whether they are rightly described in Neusner's terms as a purity sect, 19 is one of the bones of contention between Sanders and Neusner. Sanders objects to Neusner's strong emphasis on this feature, though he concedes a good deal of key ground while disputing its significance. 20 But he seems to forget that where particular religious practices are integral to a group's identity, even 'minor gestures' can become make-or-break points of division. 21 And more weight should surely be given to the Pharisees' very name, generally agreed to signify 'separated ones', 22 and thus indicating a wider perception of the Pharisees as a group who defined themselves by their concern to keep themselves apart -a primarily purity concern. 23 Josephus reports that the Pharisees handed down various traditions 'to the people' (Ant. 13 motivated by a concern for the holiness (purity) of the whole people. 24 It may indeed be that we should see their influence in the widespread concern for purity, as attested by the archaeological discoveries noted above (miqwaoth, stone vessels), that is, as reflecting characteristic Pharisaic concerns. 25 As perhaps also by the popularity of the heroic story of Judith, which in its concern for purity could be described as 'early or proto-Pharisaic'. 26 Equally fascinating is the possibility that T. Mos. 7 is an attack on the Pharisees, by caricaturing Pharisaic concern to maintain purity: 27 'godless men, who represent themselves as being righteous' and who 'with hand and mind . . . touch unclean things', even though they themselves say, 'Do not touch me, lest you pollute me' (7.3, 9-10)! It is also worth noting that some see the basic issue separating Sadducees from Pharisees as that, once again, of purity. 28 But there is no dispute that purity was one of the driving motivations of the Essenes, as confirmed by the Qumran texts, with their strict application of purity rules and discipline. 29 Illuminating is Josephus's description (now sufficiently confirmed by 1QS 6-7) of how the full members of the community bathed in cold water before their meal, 'after which they assemble in a private apartment which none of the uninitiated is permitted to enter; pure now themselves, they repair to the refectory, as to some sacred shrine' (War 2.129). Or again, he speaks of the four grades of membership, and how 'a senior if but touched by a junior, must take a bath, as after contact with an alien' (War 2.150). Equally illuminating has been what appears to be Qumran's own explanation for or defence of their practice in 4QMMT: that they felt their own halakhoth touching many aspects of purity, with the implication that opposing rulings practised elsewhere breached the purity code, was sufficient justification for them to have 'separated' from the rest of the people, that is, to maintain their own (that is, Israel's!) holiness. 30 The point to be noted here is that such 'separation' of Pharisees and Essenes within Second Temple Judaism was only an exaggerated expression of a conviction close to the heart of Israel's concept of election (to be separate from the [other] nations). (e) In the light of all this we can give fuller content to the description of Jesus as a Jew. If Jesus was brought up as a devout Jew, as I believe we can safely assume, 31 then we can also assume, unless there is evidence to the contrary, that he observed the laws of clean and unclean and purity, and that when he attended the Temple he naturally observed the required purity ritual. Where he stood on the various controversies within Judaism regarding purity, and its intensified observation by Pharisees and Essenes in particular, is one of the issues that can now be further clarified. The starting point for the discussion, however, is that purity/impurity was regarded as a matter of primary concern for Judaism as a whole, with the implication that Jesus the devout Jew would have shared that concern.
John the Baptist
In an enquiry into Jesus and purity we can hardly ignore John the Baptist: partly because the unanimous tradition is that Jesus' mission began from John; and partly because John was precisely 'the Baptist'. As Chilton among others has stressed, the symbolism of purity is inescapable in a rite involving immersion (baptism) in water. But that initial consensus soon comes under strain.
( from regular ritual baths. Although the text never says so explicitly, the inference is probably sound: otherwise we would expect John's baptizing to be consistently described in continuous tenses; 38 pace Chilton, there is nothing to suggest that Jesus was baptized by John more than once; 39 and a once-for-all baptism correlates with John's understanding of the imminent finality of the coming judgment. 40 Second, the fact that John is distinguished as 'the baptizer' reminds us that in ritual immersion individuals immersed themselves. John was distinctive precisely because he immersed others. 41 Worthy of more attention, however, is Mark's description of 'a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins' (bav ptisma metanoiv a~ eij a[ fesin aJ martiwǹ, Mark 1.4/Luke 3.3). The people 'were coming out to him and were being baptized by him in the Jordan river confessing their sins' (Mark 1.5/Matt 3.5-6). This would differentiate John's baptism from the ritual purifications at Qumran even more. Not so much because immersion in a miqweh was for the removal of impurity, not for the removal of sin; for in 1QS 3.6-9 the two cleansings seem to be closely related. 42 More because the ritual washings at Qumran were clearly part of a larger complex in which commitment to and compliance with the ethos and 458  . .  8, 9 pars.). 42 Ibid., 146-52. The rendering of 1QS 3.6-9 is important here: 'By a spirit of true counsel concerning the paths of man all his iniquities are atoned, so that he can look at the light of life. And by a spirit of holiness of the community, by its truth, he is cleansed of all his iniquities. And by a spirit of uprightness and humility his sin is atoned. And by the humility of his soul towards all the statutes of God his flesh is cleansed by being sprinkled with the waters of cleansing and sanctified with the waters of purification.' The act of atonement, normally linked to Temple sacrifice, is here attributed to the Spirit. The bath of purification cleanses the flesh. García Martinez wrongly translates the last phrase 'the waters of repentance'. J. Klawans, Impurity and Sin in Ancient Judaism (Oxford: OUP, 2000) concludes that 'the sectarian [Qumran] approach to purity was quite different from that articulated in the Hebrew Bible, where moral impurity and ritual impurity remained distinct: Sin did not produce ritual impurity, sinners were not ritually defiling, and sinners did not need to be purified. At Qumran, sin was considered to be ritually defiling, and sinners had to purify themselves' (90). Kazen is in basic agreement (Jesus and Purity Halakhah, 207). But M. Himmelfarb, 'Impurity and Sin in 4QD, 1QS and 4Q512', DSD 8 (2001) 9-37, questions whether the association of impurity and sin was characteristic of the Qumran sectarians.
rulings of the community were fundamental (as the context of 1QS 3 makes clear).
In contrast, a baptism performed once, even with amendment of lifestyle, was rather different, both singular and innovative. 43 It is the talk of 'forgiveness of sins' that should really catch the eye. This is not simply the testimony of Mark. Here again Josephus confirms what otherwise might be suspected. For though his description of John is obviously 'dressed up' for the benefit of his Roman readers, it is clear from his description that John was known as one who linked his baptism closely to the 'excusing' of the sins of those baptized (ej piv tinwn aJ martav dwn paraithv sei) (Ant. 18.117). 44 In fact it is Josephus's language that points us to the really innovative feature in John's baptism. For the phrase just cited is cultic in character. 45 That is to say, it reminds us that the Torah made provision for sins to be dealt with through the sacrificial system. Of course, only God could forgive sin; but a priest was an indispensable intermediary in the offering of the sacrifice. 46 But John's preaching gives no indication that a sacrifice or act of atonement was necessary. In a sense, baptism took the place of the sinoffering. 47 That was the really distinctive feature of John's baptism: not that he rejected the Temple ritual on the grounds that repentance alone was sufficient; rather that he offered his own ritual as an alternative to the Temple ritual. 48 Perhaps we should even say that John the Baptist in baptizing played the role of the priest. How this went down with the Temple authorities we do not know. Possibly a once-only baptism would not be seen as much of a threat to the regular 43 It is Chilton's emphasis on John's baptism in terms of purification through ritual bathing that presumably leads him to the conclusion that John's baptism (ritual purifications) were regularly repeated (see 'trade' in sin-offerings. 49 Nevertheless, John stood in a prophetic tradition which offered an effective encounter with the divine, an effective alternative to that focused in the Jerusalem Temple. Much larger issues are opened up with such reflection, but the point for us here is that simply to see the Baptist's baptismal rite in terms of purification pays too little heed to its distinctiveness. And further, to see John's baptismal rite as though it was simply of a piece with traditional Jewish concerns regarding purity is to miss the point. The correlation of John's baptism with forgiveness and its implied imaging of the eschatological once-for-all (the 'baptism' to come) moves well beyond such purity concerns and gives John's baptism a quite different slant.
(c) It is hardly appropriate to go into any detail in regard to John's baptism of Jesus. It must suffice simply to note that the above considerations make it unlikely that Jesus underwent repeated immersions (baptisms) in John's company, as Chilton rather fancifully surmises. 50 The same considerations likewise indicate the improbability of Jesus continuing to baptize as a regular feature of his mission. 51 It is true that John 3.22-4 reports a period of overlapping mission with John, in which Jesus seems to have modelled his mission on John's. But the clear implication of all the evangelists is that a firm line was drawn between the Baptist and Jesus as Jesus launched forth on his own distinctive mission. Had Jesus continued to practise baptism (assuming that he had initially), then either the same epithet would most likely have been applied to him ('Jesus the Baptist'), or the epithet could not have been retained in its unusualness for the Baptist alone.
The implication, then, is that Jesus may well have abandoned a practice that would have most associated him with the Baptist, and also with the purification imagery which John's practice evoked, even when John gave it his own distinctive slant.
Did Jesus go out of his way to undermine purity rules?
The initial probe suggests, if anything, that Jesus, the devout Jew, turned away from even the purity concerns which motivated John to practise as 'the Baptist'. One obvious test case is Mark 1.40-4, 'the cleansing of the leper'. Here a careful middle course has to be steered. I have already observed that it was not wrong or sinful to contract impurity. On the contrary, the son of a parent who died was duty bound to contract impurity in attending to his father's burial; the impurification caused by discharges from the sexual organs did not make the menstruating woman a sinner or require abstinence from sexual intercourse. So we cannot say that Jesus touched the leper (1.41) in defiance of the purity code. 52 And the probable testimony of 1.44 is that Jesus instructed the leper to follow the required procedure for a person with a contagious skin disease to be readmitted to society. 53 In which case Jesus acted in accord with the purity laws.
At the same time, however, we should perhaps give weight to Chilton's suggestion that what is in view in this episode is not Jesus' attitude to the rules regarding impurity so much as the power of Jesus' own purity. In this case Jesus countered the contagion of impurity with the contagion of purity. Holiness for Jesus, we might say, was not a negative, defiling force, but a positive, healing force. 54 Much the same could be said in regard to the episodes in the Jesus tradition where Jesus encounters the other main sources of impurity -corpse impurity (Mark 5.1-20, 21-4, 35-43; Luke 17.11-17) and discharge impurity (particularly Mark 5.25-34). To be noted is the fact that Jesus is not remembered as going out of his way to defy the relevant purity laws: he incurred the first by his concern for those struck by tragedy; and he incurred the second by the action of someone else (the woman with the haemorrhage). At the same time, the stories again do not make the purity issue explicit, though for any Jew telling or hearing these stories the purity implications would have been inescapable. The point is rather that Jesus seems to disregard the impurity consequences in such cases, so that it may be fairly concluded that Jesus was indifferent to such purity issues. 55 And once again it may be valid to deduce that in these episodes we see the power of holiness countering the contagion of impurity.
Mark 7.1-23
The purity text in the Gospel tradition is, of course, Mark 7.1-23. (a) Did Jesus ignore or reject an already established halakhah regarding the importance of washing hands before a meal -a purity halakhah? So Mark 7.1-8 clearly indicates. Sanders doubts whether Pharisaic concern for purity of hands had developed so far before 70  and thus questions the historical veracity of the report. 56 But Mark has obviously inherited an account which captures much authentic detail from the period: it speaks of hands as 'defiled', where the word in Greek (koinoṽ ϭ 'common') reflects the uniquely Jewish sense of 'profane, unclean, defiled'; 57 and the account reflects the importance in Pharisaic circles of 'the tradition (parav dosi~) of the elders' (cf. e.g. Josephus, Ant. 13.297, 408; 17.41; Life 198; Gal 1.14), faithfully handed down (paralambav nw) to be observed by succeeding generations. 58 So we can say firmly that we have here a pre-Markan tradition which clearly attests a pre-70 Pharisaic concern on the subject; and if pre-70, then why not at the time of Jesus? The sensitivities on impurity contracted by touching are clear from of old. 59 And the fact that a whole Mishnah tractate is devoted to the subject, Yadaim ('Hands'), indicates a long tradition history of halakhic concern.
There is, therefore, no real reason to dispute the testimony (for that is what it is) of Mark 7 that the concern for purity of hands was already active in Pharisaic halakhoth at the time of Jesus; it was a matter of concern for at least some (note 7.1). 60 Consequently, the testimony of Mark that Jesus defended a more casual attitude to purity tradition should be taken seriously.
(b) The issue of purity is posed still more sharply in the latter section of the pericope. For Mark 7.15, 19 poses the issue of food purity (and by implication ritual purity generally) in terms of outright antithesis ('it is not possible for anything from outside to defile'; 'thus he declared the end of the law distinguishing unclean 462  . .  from clean foods'). Many have concluded, on the assumption of Markan priority, that Jesus abrogated the law of clean and unclean and abandoned the whole notion of impurity. 61 But as Sanders has observed, that is a much more difficult position to maintain than is usually recognized. For if Jesus had spoken so clearly and decisively on the subject it becomes difficult to see how Peter could ever have been recorded as saying subsequently, 'I have never eaten anything common or unclean' (Acts 10.14; 11.8), or why the issue of food laws could have become so divisive in earliest Christianity (Gal 2.11-14; Rom 14.1-15.6; cf. 1 Cor 8; 10.20-30). 62 We should also observe that no memory of Jesus eating pork or non-kosher food is preserved in any Jesus tradition.
The issue is made more complex by the fact that Matthew seems to have edited the crucial elements in Mark's version (Matt 15.11, (17) (18) (19) (20) . For he restates the teaching by omitting key words and phrases in Mark's account: 'nothing from outside . . . can defile' (Mark 7.15, 18); 'thus he declared all foods clean' (7.19); 'from within' (7. 21, 23). In consequence, in Matthew's version the outright antithesis has become more like a sharply drawn comparison, indicating priority of importance without denying validity to what is deemed of lesser importance. 63 How to explain this divergence? Is it simply that Matthew, writing in a context where Jewish law was still highly regarded, has toned down the sharpness of Jesus' teaching, 64 has 're-Judaized' Jesus? 65 In my own judgement, the discussion at this point has been distorted by the model of literary dependence as the exclusive explanation for such variations between Synoptic traditions. Even assuming Markan priority, does it necessarily follow that the only version Matthew knew of Jesus' teaching on purity was derived from Mark? On the contrary, it is likely that the Jewish-oriented communities which Matthew represents would have known, and needed to have known, Jesus' teaching in regard to purity long before Mark was written and circulated. In which case, it is likely that Matthew's version represents the way the tradition was being retold in churches where continuity with Jewish tradition was more important. 66 Whereas Mark represents a performance trend, presumably in Gentile or mixed churches, 67 in which this tradition was heard as validating an antithesis between inward and ritual purity, Mark, or already his source, underlines the trend by adding the interpretative note in 7.19. This is not an argument against Markan priority, that Matthew did know and use Mark at the time of writing his Gospel. It is simply to affirm a more vital oral tradition independent of and prior to the written Gospels, and attesting already some at least of the diversity we see in the Synoptic tradition. 68 We can conclude, then, that Jesus was recalled as speaking on the subject of purity, and as insisting that purity of heart is more important than ritual purity (cf. Matt 5.8; Matt 23.25/Luke 11.39). Some heard Jesus as not content to debate issues of ritual purity solely at the level of ritual, but as pressing home the concerns behind such law and halakhoth to the more fundamental level of purity of motive and intention. 69 Others heard Jesus, when the teaching was rehearsed within wider circles of discipleship, as validating or commending a more radical conclusion, to the effect that Israel's purity law no longer applied to the followers of Jesus. Either way, Jesus evidently had no interest in making ritual purity a test case of covenant loyalty. 70 The emphasis on matters of purity, so characteristic of the factional rivalries of the time, was for Jesus an overemphasis.
(c) Here it is necessary to enter a strong caveat against Chilton's argument, not only that 'purity was Jesus' fundamental commitment, the lens through which he viewed the world', 71 but also that for Jesus purity (not impurity) came from within. 72 What is astonishing at this point is that he even quotes Mark 7.15 in support, in arguing that purity activated became the agent of the kingdom (136). 73 Since the point being made in Mark 7.15 is that impurity (not purity) comes from within, it is hard to see how Chilton can maintain his argument by appeal to this text.
Table-fellowship
There should be no doubt that table-fellowship was bound up with purity concerns and regulated by purity halakhah. We need only recall the data marshalled above about the identity-defining importance of the laws of clean and unclean, and the way in which they played out in regard to the issue of association with Gentiles and table-fellowship in the early Christian communities (Acts 10.28; 11.3; Gal 2. [12] [13] [14] . Whatever the precise facts regarding the Pharisaic haburoth, the probability is strong that purity concerns regulated the table-fellowship practised by many Pharisees. And the even stronger concerns of the Qumran community are well illustrated by 1QS 6-7 and 1QSa 2.3-10. It is not surprising, then, to be able to hear clear purity overtones in the criticisms directed against Jesus for consorting with sinners at the meal table (particularly Mark 2.16 pars.; Matt 11.19/Luke 7.34).
The use of the term 'sinners' as part of the criticism should not surprise us. For it was already established as a term of condemnation within the factionalism of Second Temple Judaism, and precisely as a way denying the validity of halakhoth (interpretations and practices) which diverged from those held dear by the speaker's faction. 74 To refuse the legitimacy of divergent interpretations is ever the sectarian way of affirming the sole legitimacy of the particular sect's interpretation; to be right oneself, it is necessary that all who disagree are wrong -not just of a different opinion, but 'sinners', law-breakers, criminals. In this case, to eat with 'sinners' was to transgress what the critics regarded as the 'obvious' implications of the purity code.
Here again, then, the important conclusion can be drawn that Jesus did not follow the logic of sectarian purity halakhah. The concern to keep oneself separate from the impure, as a way of professing Israel's set-apartness (Lev 20.24-6), found no echo in Jesus' conduct and association either with fellow Jews, or with 'sinners', or with such Gentiles as he occasionally encountered. If purity was a concern of Jesus, it was an inclusive, not an exclusive, purity.
The cleansing of the Temple
Since the Temple was the focal point and raison d'être for the purity code, it is simply impossible to avoid the purity overtones of Jesus' symbolic action in the Temple (Mark 11.15-17 pars.), whatever precisely it consisted of. Pace Sanders, the symbolism cannot be limited to that of destruction. 75 Whether his actions are to be understood in terms of the 'country boy' appalled by the commercialization of the Temple cult, or as an act of protest against assumed or real abuse, or as some kind of preparation of Mount Zion for its eschatological role, some sort of 'purifying' (cleansing!) was bound to be at least part of Jesus' motivation. We need only think, for example, of passages like Isa 4.4, Mal 3.1-3 and Pss. Sol. 17.30, to recognize that the necessity for some sort of 'purging' of Israel's focal centre was more or less taken for granted within Jewish eschatological expectation.
To be more specific than that becomes exceedingly difficult: symbolism by its very nature is more dependent for its effectiveness on the reactions it evokes than on the message it conveys. But that some kind of transformation was in view is likely. And that means also some kind of transformation of the purity system of which the Temple was the heart. Pace Chilton, it is more than doubtful whether Jesus intended a reform of the mode and praxis of sacrifice. 76 And the further suggestion that Jesus intended to replace the cult sacrifice with the last supper meal with his disciples 77 smacks too much of special pleading on the part of those 466  . .  who want to discern a seamless continuity between last supper and Lord's Supper. But almost any thesis at this point is vulnerable to criticism, since the very limited amount of data is open to a variety of readings. That is ultimately the frustration of the Temple episode for an enquiry into Jesus and purity: the episode is heavy with purity overtones, but the symbolical significance remains unclear.
Consequently, if we are to draw firm conclusions in regard to Jesus and purity, we are primarily dependent on the passages discussed earlier. The resultant conclusions do share something of the same ambiguity. On the one hand, Jesus' association with the Baptist and acceptance of his baptism, as also his conformity with the regulations regarding pronouncement of freedom from skin disease, both attest a recognition of the importance of purity concerns within the community. The implication that he saw his action in the Temple as some sort of climax to his mission confirms that the holiness it represented was important to Jesus. On the other hand, the fact that he sat loose to the purity halakhoth regarding clean and unclean and table-fellowship suggests equally, if not more strongly, that he did not regard such concerns as central to his understanding of what constituted the Israel of God and what should regulate Jews' social praxis of their religion. It should probably not surprise us that it was the latter emphasis that the first Christians soon began to take up and develop.
